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AppJication Serial No. : 1 0/699, 1 84 
Art Unit: 2853 

REMARKS 

This is a full and timely response to the outstanding non-final Office Action mailed 
^oveijiber 8, 2005. Reconsideration and allowance of the application and pending claims are 
spec tfully requested. 

Allowable Subject Matter 



Applicants appreciate the Examiner's indication that claims 4, 7-12, 18-24, 31-34, 39, 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent fonn including all of tlie limitations of 
le claim and any intervening claims. In that it is believed that every rejection has been 
it is respectfully submitted that each of the claims that remains in the case is 
rireseritly in condition for allowance. 
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Claims 1-3, 5, 6. 13, 25-30, and 35-37 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as 
mticipated by Scheffelin (U.S. Patent No. 6,394,580). Applicants respectfully traverse 
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tmph 



Response To Rejections of Claims Under 35 U.S.C, 6102 



It is axiomatic that "[a]nticipation requires the disclosure in a single prior art reference 
element of the claim under consideration." W. i. Gore & Associates, Ina v. Gartock, 
II F.2d 1540, 1554, 220 USPQ 303, 313 (Fed. Cir. 1983). Therefore, every claimed 
f^aturq of the claimed subject matter must be represented in the apphed reference to constitute a 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). In the present case, not every feature of the claimed 
matter is represented in the Scheffelin reference. Applicants discuss the Scheffelin 
and Applicants' claims in the following. 
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a. Claim 1 

As provided in independent claim 1, Applicants claim: 

A fluid ejection device for receiving a signal and ejecting fluid in 
response thereto, comprising: 

an ink ejecting nozzle layer having a substrate with first and second 
surfaces joined along an edge; 

an insulating feature located on the first surface adjacent the edge; 

and 

a flexible lead that bends around the edge and lies flush against the 
insulating feature. 



isis added). 
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Application Serial No.: 10/699,184 
Art Unit: 2853 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 1 is allowable for at least the 
that Scheffelin does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "an ink ejecting nozzle layer 
a substrate with first and second surfaces joined along an edge/' "an insulating feature 
on the first surface adjacent the edge/' or "a jflexible lead that bends around the edge 
flush against the insulating feature," as recited and emphasized above in claim 1. 
In expressing the rejection of claim 1, the Office Action states tliat the claimed 
te is disclosed by multi-layer substrate 34 in Scheffelin, However, multi-layer 
34 is associated with an electronic interface system 60 (as shown in FIG. 6 of 
Hn) and not an ink ejecting nozzle layer, as described in the claim. The Office Action 
that the claimed insulating feature is disclosed by item 74 in FIG. 7. However, this 
ilso refers to a portion of the electrical interface system 60 and does not describe an ink 
nozzle layer, as described in the claim. 

Additionally, the Office Action states that the claimed flexible lead that lies flush 
the insulating feature is disclosed by item 68 of FIG, 6 in the Scheffelin reference, 
Howe|er5 item 68 is a wire bond lead that is also part of the electronic interface system, 
the wire bond lead does not lie flush with an insulating feature. Rather, as shown in 
wire bond lead 68 is coupled to bond pads 41, 66, where one of the bond pads is 
J to a conductive path 64 extending through multi-layer substrate 34. As a result, wire 
68 is not generally shown to lie flush against an insulating feature and in particular, 
shown to lie flush against an insnlatibtig feature located on a first surface adjacent an 
jfining the first and second surfaces of a substrate of an ink ejecting nozzle layer, as 
in the claim. 

For at least the aforementioned reasons, Scheffetin does not teach or suggest at least all 
( laimed features of claim L Therefore, claim 1 is not anticipated by Scheffelin, and the 
rijectit n should be withdrawn for at least this reason alone. 



b- Claims 2-3. 5-6, and 13 

Because independent claim 1 is allowable over the cited art of record, dependent 
claims 12-3, 5-6, and 13 (which depend jBrom independent claim 1) are allowable as a matter of 
l4w fo| at least the reason that the dependent claims contain all the elements and features of 
iiidepetdent claim 1. For at least this reason, the rejections of claims 2-3, 5-6, and 13 should 
bt wit! drawn. 
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Application Serial No.: 1 0/699, 1 84 
Art Unit: 2853 

Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for the allowability of claims 2- 
, 5-6 and 13, these dependent claims recite further features/steps and/or combinations of 
atur|s/step5 (as is apparent by examination of the claims themselves) that aie patentably 
fix)m the cited art of record. Hence, there are other reasons why these dependent claims 
all|>wable. 

As an illustrative example, the Office Action states that the "primer layer" of claim 2 is 
ed by item 74 in Scheffelin, which is shown in FIG. 7. The Office Action then suggests 
characteristics of the primer layer described in claim 3 are disclosed by elements of FIG- 
H< wever, Fia 4 and FIG. 7 of Scheffelin respectively show a printhead die 40 and a 
jibstri te 34 of an electronic interface system which are distinct components (as shown in FIG. 
6). In particular, FIG. 7 does not show the elements of FIG. 4 and vice versa. As a result, 
S^heff^lin fails to teach or suggest the claimed features of claim 3, for at least these reasons. 

c. Claim 25 

As provided in independent claim 25, Applicants claim: 

A fluid ejection device, comprisixig: 
means fox dejaning a nozzle; 
means for supporting the means for defining; 

means for ejecting fluid from the nozzle in response to a firing signal; 
means for receiving the firing signal; and 

means for insulating the means for receiving from the means for 
supporting, wherein the means for receiving lies flush against the means for 

insulating, 

^mpbj^sis added). 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 25 is allowable for at least the 
that Scheffelin does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "means for insulating the 
for receiving from the means for supporting, wherein the means for receiving lies flush 
the means for insulating," as lecited and emphasized above in claim 25. 
In expressing the rejection of claim 25, the Office Action states that the claimed 
for insulating is disclosed by item 74 in FIG, 7. However, this figure refers to a 
of the electrical interface system 60. Additionally, the Office Action states that the 
means for receiving is disclosed by item 68 of FIG. 6 in the Scheffelin reference. 
2r, item 68 is a wire bond lead that is part of the electronic interface system and does 
flush with a means for insulating. Diversely, as shown in FIG. 6, wire bond lead 68 is 
to bond pads 41, 66, where one of the bond pads is coupled to a conductive path 64 



10 

PAGE 11/14 ' RCVD AT 2/m6 12:44:45 PM [Eastern StM 



02/08/2006 13:48 



7709510933 



THOMAS. KAYDEN 



PAGE 



ApplicatioD Serial No.: 10/699,184 
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cxtenc ing through multi-layer substrate 34. Therefore, wire bond lead 68 is not generally 
4bowrj| to lie jflush against an insulating feature, as described in the claim. 

For at least tlie aforementioned reasons, Scheffelin does not teach or suggest at least all 
f the Iclaimed features of claim 25. Therefore, claim 25 is not anticipated by Scheffelin, and 
tfie reJl^ction should be withdrawn for at least this reason alone. 

d. Claims 26-30 

Because independent claim 25 is allowable over the cited art of record, dependent 
cftaim^ 26-30 (which depend from independent claim 25) are allowable as a matter of law for 
2|t leajt the reason that dependent claims 26-30 contain all the elements and features of 
ihdepdjndent claim 25. For at least this reason, the rejections of claims 26-30 should be 
dthdi awn. 



36-30, 
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cited 



Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for the allowability of claims 
these dependent claims recite fiirdier featuies/st^s and/or combinations of features/steps 
ipparent by examination of the claims themselves) that are patentably distinct fiom the 
of record. Hence, ihsc^ ate other reasons why these dependent claims are allowable. 
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e. Claln^aS 

As provided in indqpendent claim 35, Applicants claim: 

A method of insulating a flexible lead fix>m a substrate in a Quid 
ejection device which ejects fluid from a nozzle in response to a signal 
received through the flexible lead, the method comprising: 

providing the substrate having first and second surfaces joined along 
an edge; 

coupling the flexible lead to a firing element associated with the nozzle 
and responsive to the firing signal; 

insulating the flexible lead &om the substrate via an insulating feature 
supported by the first surface adjacent to the edge; and 

routing the flexible lead flush against the insulating feature. 

^mph asis added). 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 35 is allowable for at least the 
that Scheffelin does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "routing the flexible lead 
a|^ainst the insulating feature," as recited and emphasized above in claim 35. 
In expressing the rejection of claim 35, the Office Action states that the claimed 
ng feature is disclosed by item 74 in FIG. 7. This figure refers to a portion of the 
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interface system 60, Additionally, the Office Action states that the claimed jHexible 
disclosed by item 68 of FIG. 6 in the Scheffelin reference. However, item 68 is a wire 
that is paii of the electronic interface system and does not lie flush with item 74. 
as shown in FIG, 6, wire bond lead 68 is coupled to bond pads 41, 66, where one of 
pads is coupled to a conductive path 64 extending through multi-layer substrate 34. 
wire bond lead 68 is not generally shown to lie flush against an insulating feature^ 
described in the claim. 

For at least the aforementioned reasons, Scheffelin does not teach or suggest at least all 
Jaiined features of claim 35. Therefore, claim 35 is not anticipated by Scheffelin, and 
jction should be withdrawn for at least this reason alone. 
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Application Sejial No.: 10/699,184 
Art Unit: 2853 



Claims 36-37 

Because independent claim 35 is allowable over the cited art of record, dependent 
37 (which depend JBrom independent claim 35) are allowable as a matter of law for 
the reason that dependent claims 36-37 contain all the elements and features of 
iidepejhdent claim 35. For at least this reason, the rejections of claims 36-37 should be 

ithdr Lwn. 



Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for the allowability of claims 
these dependent claims recite further features/steps and/or combinations of features/steps 
k pparent by examination of the claims thenoiselves) that are patentably distinct from the 
of record. Hence, there are other reasons why these dependent claims are allowable. 



Response To Refections of Claims Under 35 U.S.C. S1Q3 



In the Office Action, claims 14-17 and 38 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Scheffelin in view of Daggs (U.S. Patent No. 5,422,667), It 
estabUshed at law that, for a proper rejection of a claim under 35 U.S.C. §103 as bemg 
based upon a combination of references, the cited combination of references must 
, teach, or suggest, either implicitly or explicitly, all elements/features/steps of the claim 
See, e.g., In Re Dow Chemical, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1529, 1531 (Fed. Cir. 1988), and In re 
208 U.S.P.Q.2d 871, 881 (CCP.A. 1981). 

All of the claimed features of independent claims 1 and 35 are not taught a»d suggested 
tffelin, as previously discussed. Further, the cited art of Daggs fails to cure the 
icies of the Scheffelin reference in suggesting or teaching all of the claimed features in 
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Application Serial No.: 10/699:1 84 
Art Unit: 2853 



14-17 and 38 (vvhicJi depend from respective independent claims 1 and 35). Therefore, 
facie case establishing an obviousness rejection by tine proposed combination of 
heMlin in view of Z>a^^^ has not been made. Therefore, the rejections of claims 14-17 and 
shollild be withdrawn. 

Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for the allowability of claims 
and 38, these dependent claims recite further features/steps and/or combinations of 
f|atur4/steps (as is apparent by examination of the claims themselves) that arc patentably 
from the cited art of record. Hence, there are otJier reasons why these dependent claims 
For example, the Office Action suggests that the cartridge housing 10 having end 
extension 28 in Daggs discloses the features of claim 14. However, the cartridge 
10 in Daggs is not an ink ejecting nozzle layer, as described in the claim. As a result, 
fails to disclose the alleged claimed features. 

For at least these reasons, the rejections of claims 14-17 and 38 should be withdrawn. 

CONCLUSION 

For at least the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully submit that all 
and/or rejections have been traversed, rendered moot, and/or accommodated, and 
pending claims are in condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and 
alfl owajlice of the present application and all pending clauns are hereby courteously requested, 
in ti e opinion of the Examiner, a telephonic conference would expedite the examination of 
tljs matter, the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned agent at (770) 933-9500. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Charles W. Griggers, Reg. No. 47,283 



13 



PA6E14/14'R(M)ATm612:44:4SPMpstem Standard Tiine]*SVR:USP^^ 



This Page is Inserted by IFW Indexing and Scanning 
Operations and is not part of the Official Record 



Defective images within this document are accurate representations of the original 
documents submitted by the appHcant. 

Defects in the images include but are not limited to the items checked: 

□ BLACK BORDERS 

□ IMAGE CUT OFF AT TOP, BOTTOM OR SIDES 

□ FADED TEXT OR DRAWING 

□ BLURRED OR ILLEGIBLE TEXT OR DRAWING 

□ SKEWED/SLANTED IMAGES 

□ COLOR OR BLACK AND WHITE PHOTOGRAPHS 

□ GRAY SCALE DOCUMENTS 



□ REFERENCE(S) OR EXHIBIT(S) SUBMITTED ARE POOR QUALITY 

□ OTHER: 



IMAGES ARE BEST AVAILABLE COPY. 
As rescanning these documents will not correct the image 
problems checked, please do not report these problems to 
the IFW Image Problem Mailbox. 



BEST AVAILABLE IMAGES 




LINES OR MARKS ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT 



